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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECCORD OF DEC SI ON
Unit Nane and Location

D Area Burning/ Rubble Pits (431-D and 431-1D)
Savannah River Site
Ai ken, South Carolina

The D Area Burning/Rubble Pits (DBRP) (431-D and 431-1D) Waste Unit is listed as a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 3004(u) Solid Waste Managenent Unit/ Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) unit in Appendi x C of the
Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA) for the Savannah River Site (SRS).

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial alternative for the DBRP | ocated at the
SRS in Aiken, South Carolina. The selected alternative was devel oped in accordance w th CERCLA,
as anended, and to the extent practicable, the National Q1| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record File for this

speci fi ¢ RCRA/ CERCLA unit.

Description of the Sel ected Renmedy

The preferred alternative for the DBRP source operable unit soils is Institutional Controls
which will restrict this land to future industrial use. Additional groundwater nonitoring, as
di scussed in Section | X of the ROD, will also be conducted. Based on the groundwater nonitoring
hi story, the probable condition is that no significant groundwater contam nation has origi nated
fromthe DBRP. Thus, no renedial action and a period of continued nonitoring for confirnation

is the only appropriate action for the groundwater at the DBRP. In the event that the probable
condition of the local groundwater is no |onger appropriate, DOE will evaluate the need for
remedl al action. Inplenentation of the Institutional Controls alternative will require both

near- and long-termactions which will be protective of human health and the environnent.

For the near-term signs will be posted at the waste unit which indicate that this area was used
for the disposal of waste material and contains buried waste. |n addition, existing SRS access
controls will be used to naintain the use of this site for industrial use only.

In the long-term if the property is ever transferred to non-federal ownership, the US.
Governnent will create a deed for the new property owner which would contain information in
conpliance with Section 120(h) of CERCLA. The deed woul d include notification disclosing forner
wast e managenent and di sposal activities as well as renedial action, taken on the site, and any
conti nuing groundwater nonitoring commtnents. The deed notification would, in perpetuity,
notify any potential purchaser that the property has been used for the nanagenent and di sposal
of construction debris and other materials, including hazardous substances.

The deed woul d al so i nclude deed restrictions precluding residential use of the property.
However, the need for these restrictions may be reevaluated in the event that contam nation no

| onger poses an unacceptable risk under residential use. |In addition, if the site is ever
transferred to non-federal ownership, a survey plat of the area will be prepared, certified by a
prof essional |and surveyor, and recorded with the appropriate Barnwel|l County recordi ng agency.

The post - ROD docunent, the Corrective Measures | nplenentati on/ Remedi al Action Report (CM/RAR),
will be subnmitted to the Regulators four nonths after the issuance of the ROD. The (CM/RAR)
will contain a detailed nonitoring strategy which will outline the submttal schedul e and
contents of the periodic nonitoring reports to include: an analysis of the data, a concl usion,
and a recommendation. The regulatory review period, SRS revision period, and final regul atory
revi ew and approval period will be 90 days, 60 days, and 30 days, respectively.

The South Carolina Departnment of Health and Environnental Control has nodified the SRS RCRA
permt to incorporate the sel ected renedy.

Statutory Determnation



Based on the DBRP RCRA Facility Investigation/Renedial Investigation (RFI/R) Report and the
BRA, the DBRP source operable unit poses no significant risk to the environnent and mnimal risk
to human health. Therefore, a determnation has been made that Institutional Controls are
sufficiently protective of human health and the environnent for the renaining contam nation in
the DBRP soils and groundwater. The selected renedy is protective of hunman health and the
environnent, conplies with Federal and State of South Carolina requirenents that are legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost-effective. The
random di stribution and | ow | evel s of contami nation preclude a renedy in which treatnent is a
practical alternative. Because treatnment of the principal threats of the site was found to be
inpracticable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a
principal element.

Institutional Controls will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contam nants
remaining in the waste unit. Section 300.430 (f)(4)(ii) of the NCP requires that a Five Year
Revi ew of the Record of Decision be perforned if hazardous substances, pollutants, or

contam nants remain in the waste unit. The three Parties have deternmined that a Five Year

Revi ew of the Record of Decision for the DBRP will be perfornmed to ensure continued protection
of human heal th and the environnent.

<I MG SRC 97027D>



l. Site and Qperable Unit Nane, Location, and Description

The Savannah River Site (SRS) occupies approxi mately 310 square mles of |and adjacent to the
Savannah River, principally in A ken and Barnwell counties of western South Carolina. SRS is a
secured U. S. Government facility with no permanent residents. SRS is |ocated approxi mately 25
m | es sout heast of Augusta, Georgia and 20 miles south of A ken, South Carolina

SRS is owned by the U S. Departnent of Energy (DOE). Managenent and operating services are
provi ded by Westinghouse Savannah Ri ver Conpany (WBRC). SRS has historically produced tritium
pl ut onium and ot her special nuclear materials for national defense and the space program

Chem cal and radioactive wastes are by-products of nuclear material production processes.

The Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) lists the D-Area Burning/Rubble Pits (DBRP), 431-D and
431-1D, as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act/ Conprehensive Environmental Response
Conpensation and Liability Act (RCRA/CERCLA) unit requiring further evaluation using an

i nvestigation/assessnent process that integrates and conbines the RCRA Facility Investigation
(RFI) process with the CERCLA Renedial Investigation (RI) to determne the actual or Potentia
i npact to human health and the environnent.

The DBRP are located in the western part of the SRS in Barnwel|l County, approxinately 2600 feet
west of D Area and 1.6 mles west of State H ghway 125 (Figure 1). The topography of the area

is flat and the surface of the DBRP is at an el evation of 130 feet above nmean sea | evel and 45

feet above the Savannah River (Figure 2). The water table is approxinately 10 feet bel ow ground
surface in the area of the DBRP (Figure 3). Surface drainage is to the west-southwest toward a
near by epheneral tributary of the Savannah River.

The two contiguous waste pits are designated as 431-D and 431-1D and cover a total area of 0.54
acre. Approxinate dinmensions of 431-D are 257 feet by 46 feet by 10 feet, and the di nensi ons of
43| - 1D are 229 feet by 36 feet by 10 feet. The two pits are separated by a 15-foot w de berm of
undi sturbed soil. The total planar area of the DBRP is assunmed to be 257 feet by 97 feet
(24,929 ft #). The pits have been backfilled with soil and vegetati on has been established on
the resulting surface. The pit cover is raised above the surrounding terrain, which is
essentially level, to enhance drai nage

1. Qperable Unit H story and Conpliance H story
Qperable Unit History

Bet ween 1951 and 1973, burning pits were used at SRS to burn a variety of hazardous and non-
hazardous waste. The chem cal conposition and vol unmes of the di sposed waste are unknown
Conbusti bl e materials, which were burned nmonthly, included paper, plastics, wood, rubber, rags
cardboard, oil, degreasers, and spent organic solvents. No known or suspected radioactive
materials were allowed in the burning pits.

Burning of waste in the SRS pits was discontinued by Cctober 1973. A layer of soil was then

pl aced over the residue in the pits and they were subsequently used as rubble pits. Materials
allowed in the rubble pits generally included concrete, bricks, tile, asphalt, plastic, netal
enpty druns, wood products, and rubber. Wien the pits were filled to capacity in 1983 or were no
Il onger needed a 1 to 3 foot |ayer of clayey soil was placed over the contents and the surface
was conpacted and nounded above the surrounding terrain, which is essentially level, to enhance
drai nage. Vegetation was established to reduce erosion

Conpl i ance Hi story

At SRS, waste material are managed which are regul ated under RCRA, a conprehensive |aw requiring
responsi bl e managenent of hazardous waste. Certain SRS activities have required Federa
operating or post-closure permts under RCRA. SRS received a hazardous waste pernmt fromthe
South Carolina Departnent of Health and Environnmental Control (SCDHEC) on Septenber 5, 1995

<I MG SRC 97027E>
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Part V of the pernmt mandates that SRS establish and inplenent an RFl Programto fulfill the
requirenents specified in Section 3004(u) of the Federal permt.

On Decenber 21, 1989, SRS was included on the National Priorities List (NPL). This inclusion
created a need to integrate the established RFI Programwi th CERCLA requirenents to provide

for a focused environnental program |In accordance with Section 120 of CERCLA, DCE has

negoti ated a Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA, 1993) with U S. Environnental Protection Agency
(EPA) and SCDHEC to coordinate renedial activities at SRS i nto one conprehensive strategy which
fulfills these dual regulatory requirenents.

1. H ghlights of Comunity Participation

Bot h RCRA and CERCLA require that the public be given an opportunity to review and coment on
the draft permt nodification and proposed renedial alternative. Public participation
requirenents are listed in South Carolina Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ati on ( SCHVWR)

R61-79. 124 and Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA. These requirenents include establishnent of an
Adm ni strative Record File that docurments the investigation and sel ection of the renedial
alternatives for addressing the DBRP soils and groundwater. The Administrative Record File nust
be established at or near the facility at issue. The SRS Public Involvenent Plan (DOE, 1994) is
designed to facilitate public involvenent in the decision-nmaking process for permtting closure
and the selection of renedial alternatives. The SRS Public Involvenent Plan addresses the

requi renents of RCRA, CERCLA, and the National Environnental Policy Act, 1969 (NEPA). SCHWR
R61-79. 124 and Section 117(a) of CERCLA, as anended require the advertisenent at the draft
permt nodification and notice of any proposed renedial action and provide the public an
opportunity to participate in the selection of the renedial action. The Statenent of

Basi s/ Proposed Pl an for the D-Area Burning/Rubble Pits (WBRC 1996c¢c), which is part of the

Adm ni strative Record File, highlights key aspects of the investigation and identifies the
preferred action for addressing the DBRP

The FFA Admi nistrative Record File, which contains the information pertaining to the selection
of the response action, is available at the EPA office and at the followi ng | ocations:

U S. Departnent of Energy

Publ i ¢ Readi ng Room
Gegg-Ganiteville Library

Uni versity of South Carolina-Ai ken
171 University Parkway

Ai ken, South Carolina 29801

(803) 641- 3465

Thomas Cooper Library

Gover nnent Docunents Depart nent
Uni versity of South Carolina
Col unbi a, South Carolina 29208
(803) 777-4866

Reese Library

Augusta State University
2500 Wal ton Wy

Augusta, Ceorgia 30910
(706) 737-1744

Asa H Cordon Library
Savannah State University
Tonpki ns Road

Savannah, Georgi a 31404
(912) 356-2183

The public was notified of the public comment period through nailings of the SRS Environnenta
Bul letin, a newsletter sent to approxinmately 3500 citizens in South Carolina and Ceorgia
through notices in the Aiken Standard the Allendale Gtizen Leader, the Augusta Chronicle, the
Bar nwel | Peopl e-Sentinel, and The State newspapers. The public comment period was al so
announced on | ocal radio stations.



The 45-day public coment period began on Septenber 17, 1996 and ended on COctober 31, 1996. A
public comment neeting was held on Cctober 15, 1996. A Responsiveness Sumary was prepared to
address comments received during the public Comrent period. The Responsiveness Summary is
avail able with the final RCRA pernmit and is also provided in Appendi x A of this Record of
Deci si on (ROD).

The overall strategy for addressing the DBRP was to:

1) characterize the waste unit delineating the nature and extent of contam nation and
identifying the nedia of concern (WSRC, 1994 and WBRC, 1995b);

2) performa baseline risk assessnent to evaluate nedia of concern, constituents of concern
(CCCs), exposure pathways, and characterize potential risks (WBRC, 1995a);

3) evaluate applicable technol ogies and isolate a preferred technology to renediate the waste
site as needed (WBRC, 1996b and WBRC, 1996¢); and

4) performa final action to renediate the identified nedia of concern to the renedi a
action objectives

The DBRP is an operable unit |ocated within the Savannah R ver Floodplain Swanp Watershed
Several source control and groundwater operable units within this watershed will be evaluated to
determine inpacts, if any, to associated streans and wetlands. SRS will nanage all source
control and groundwater operable units, to mnimze inpact to the watershed. Based on
characterization and ri sk assessnent infornmation, the DBRP does not significantly inpact the
wat er shed. Upon di sposition of all source control and groundwater operable units within this
wat er shed, a final, conprehensive evaluation of the watershed will be conducted to determ ne
whet her any additional actions are necessary. The groundwater at the DBRP was investigated
during the RFI/R conducted in 1993. The Baseline Assessnent (BRA) (WBRC, 1995a) found no risks
exceeding 1.0 x 10 -6 for ingestion of the DBRP soil by future industrial workers, but
calculated a risk of 3.0 x 10 -4 for ingestion of groundwater by future industrial workers.
Addi ti onal groundwater nonitoring of the groundwater for nodeled risk and hazard drivers at the
DBRP wi || be conducted and reported in the five-year ROD revi ews.

V. Summary of Qperable Unit Characteristics

The SRS burning/rubble pits were excavated in 1951, during the construction of nost of the major
facilities at the Savannah R ver Plant. The DBRP recei ved waste materials produced during
construction of D-Area facilities. The chem cal conposition and vol umes of the di sposed waste
are unknown. During the operation of the burning/rubble pits, conbustible materials (including
paper, plastics, wod, rubber, rags, cardboard, oil, degreasers, and spent organic sol vents)
were burned nonthly, as was the practice at that time, for volune reduction. This practice
woul d have elimnated many of the conbustible organic naterials while creating conbustion
by-products. No known or suspected radi oactive materials were disposed in the burning pits.

Qpen  burning of waste naterial was discontinued at SRS in 1973. At that tine, the waste

resi due was covered with soil and the pits were used as rubble pits. Materials allowed in the
rubble pits included concrete, bricks, tile, asphalt, plastic netal, enpty drums, wood products,
and rubber. Wien the pits were filled to capacity about 1993, a 1 to 3 foot |ayer of clayey
soil was placed over the contents and the surface was conpacted, nounded, and seeded.

Medi a Assessment

The Data Summary Report (WBRC, 1994), BRA (WBRC, 1995a), RFI/R Report (WBRC, 1995b), and
Corrective Measures Study/ Focused Feasibility Study) (WBRC, 1996b) contain detail ed anal ytica
data for all of the environnmental nedia sanples taken in the characterization of the DBRP
These docunents are available in the Adm nistrative Record (See Section I11).

Soil's

Anal ytical data indicate that little or no contami nation of the soil outside of the DBRP has



occurred. Figure 3 shows the sanple |ocations for the Phase | characterized in 1989 and the
Phase Il characterization in 1993. The 1989 program i ncluded, two locations in each pit, one in
the berm between the pits, and one directly down gradient of the pits. The 1993 progam

consi sted of four soil borings in each pit and four borings around the pits.

In the BRA, the analytical data fromthe 1993 soil sanples were divided into two groups:

. surface soils, 0.0 to 2.0 feet (primary direct contact exposure interval for
soils) and
. subsurface soils, 0.0 to 4.0 feed (potential exposure interval for future scenarios

wher e excavation may occur).
The BRA identified the follow ng constituents of concern

arsenic

benzo(a) pyr ene

chrom um

nmanganese,

oct achl or odi benzo- p-di oxi n,
PCB- 1260, and

total al pha emtting radium

Dieldrin was identified as a nodel ed- DBRP-soi | s-to-groundwat er ingestion risk driver to future
residents, 81%of 8x10 -4 in Revision 0 of the BRA Dieldrin was only detected two tinmes out of
45 soil sanples collected in the DBRP. The nmaxi mum val ue reported was J0.0165 ng/Kg in the 4 to
6 foot interval of boring 11, the "J" qualifier indicates that the anal yte was recogni zed bel ow
detection linits and the value was estinated. The risk contribution of dieldrin was
reevaluated in the BRA, Revision 1 and dieldrin was elimnated as a risk driver based on its

hi gh uncertainty of detection and | ow nunber of occurrences.

Two times the nean background value for a constituent was used in screening that constituent
for consideration as a constituent of potential concern. The nean background val ue for arsenic
at the DBRP is 2.3 ng/kg. In the 0-2 foot interval of the DBRP, arsenic only exceeds 2 tines
nmean background (4.6 ng/kg, parts per mllion) at one location, boring 7 (7.6 ng/kg). The
level s of arsenic detected are consistent with the levels found throughout SRS. Arsenic may be
naturally occurring, added to the soils as a pesticide, or a constituent of waste naterials

di sposed in the DBRP. Arsenic in the soil at SRSis believed to be primarily the residue of
pre-SRS agricul tural pesticide application. The occurrence of arsenic will be evaluated on a
site-wide scale in the forthcom ng SRS background soils study report.

In the near-surface soil at the DBRP, chrom umonly exceeded 2 tines mean background (80.8
ng/ kg) in boring 12 (339 ng/kg). The chromumpresent in the DBRP is believed to be

predominantly Clll (chromumin the +3 val ence state) which is nuch | ess nobile and toxic than
the OVl (chrom um+6) assunmed in the BRA evaluation. CWM is thernodynamically unstable in
soils in the region including SRS and is rapidly reduced to Olll. Mnganese only exceeded 2

ti mes mean background (242 ng/kg) in the near-surface interval in boring 11 (260 ny/kg).

Benzo(a) pyrene (BaP) did not exceed detection limts in the 0-2 foot interval at the DBRP

Cct achl or odi benzo-p-di oxin (OCDD), which conprised only 9% of the risk via soil ingestion for
future on-site workers, was detected at |ow concentrations in all of the shallow soil sanples

Di oxi ns are common products of inconplete conbustion. Polychlorinated Bi phenyl -1260 (PCB-1260)
was identified in only one |location, soil boring 12; the nmaxi mum concentrati on of PCB-1260, 3.39
ng/ kg, was found in the 0.5-2.0 foot interval. Total alpha enitting radiumwas only detected in
the 0-2 foot interval (1.2 pG/g) in boring 7; 2 tines nean background was 2.49 pG/g

Based on the fad that all the soil analytes passed either the sinple site-specific or detailed
site-specific nethod of screening, there is little or no chance for the residual waste at the

DBRP to be a source of future contami nation. The renmining soil contam nants pose little, if

any threat for future contam nation

G oundwat er



G oundwat er nonitoring data indicate that no significant rel ease of hazardous substances to
groundwat er fromthe DBRP has occurred. However, risk evaluation indicates a groundwater
ingestion risk of 3.0x 10 -4 for future workers and 1.0 x 10 -3 for future residents due to
arsenic (discussed later in this section). There are 5 nonitoring wells in the DBP (D Area
Burning Pit) well series: DBP-1, -2, -3 (installed in Septenber 1983), DBP-4 installed in June
1994), and DBP-5 (installed in June 1993). Figure 3 shows the locations of the nonitoring wells
conprising the DBP network and the potentionetric water table nap

Conpari son of constituent concentrations, fronl984 through 1992 in the four downgradi ent DBP
wells with concentrations in the upgradient well, DBP-3, indicates little or no constituent
concentration increase in groundwater after flow ng beneath the DBRP. The only constituents
whi ch show any apparent increase are iron, nanganese, |ead, sulfate, and possibly gross al pha
and total radium |Iron, nanganese, and sulfate are covered by the Secondary Drinking Water

St andards which deal with the aesthetic properties of public drinking water. The RCRA
groundwat er protection standard for lead is 0.05 ng/L. The highest value of |ead reported for
the period of interest was 0.013 ng/L

The neasured groundwater risk drivers under the future resident scenario are: arsenic (dernal,
3 x 10 -6 and ingestion, 1 x 10 -3); dichloronethane (inhalation, 2 x 10 -8); Ra-226 and Ra-228
(ingestion, 2 x 10 -5); and tritium (inhalation, 3 x 10 -9). The nodel ed-DBRP-soils to
groundwat er risk drivers are octachl orodi benzo-p-di oxin (OCDD) and hept achl or odi benzo- p-di oxin
(HpCDD) (dermal, 1 x 10 -4); polyaronmatic hydrocarbons (PAH) and 1,1, 2-trichl oroet hane
(1,1,2-TCA) (ingestion, 2 x 10 -4); 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2 DCA), 1,1,2-TCA and chloroform
(inhalation, 3 x 10 -5); and tritium (ingestion, 2 x 10 -5 and inhalation, 3 x 10 -5). The
neasured groundwater hazard drivers are: nmnganese (dernal, 1.0); arsenic and manganese
(ingestion, 50.0); and toluene (inhalation, 0.005). The nodel ed- DBRP-soil -to0-groundwat er hazard
drivers are: OCDD and HpCDD (dernml, 5.0); acetone and naphthal ene (ingestion, 20.0); and
carbon disulfide (inhalation, 0.3). Many of these exposure scenarios are well belowthe 1 x 10
-6 risk and 1.0 hazard |levels

Arsenic was the sol e nonradi oactive contributor to risk under the neasured groundwater ingestion
pathway in the BRA. The risk to the future on-unit worker was 3.0 x 10 -4; to the future
on-unit resident the risk was 1.0 x 10 -3. The nmaxi num contam nent |evel for arsenic in drinking
water is 0.05 ng/L. Arsenic was only detected twice in the DBP nonitoring network; the higher
value in the Decenber 1993 sanple fromwell DBP-5 was reported as 0.044 ng/L. The foll owi ng
quarter when the well was resanpl ed, arsenic was reported bel ow detection limts of 0.002 ng/L
Therefore the risks attributed to this single arsenic value are believed to be exaggerated.

Manganese is covered by the secondary naxi mum contam nant |evel of 0.05 ng/L. This contam nant
| evel addresses the aesthetic properties of public drinking water rather than dealing with
heal t h-based concerns. The naxi num val ue of nanganese reported in the DBP well series was 1.44
ng/L fromwell DBP 2 in the fourth quarter of 1993.

Di chl oronet hane (nethyl ene chloride), a common | aboratory artifact, was only reported in three
soil sanples in a total of 55 sanples collected fromthe DBRP with a nmaxi mum of V0.06 ng/ Kg
(boring 7 at a depth of 4.0-6.0 feet). The "V' qualifier indicates that the anal yte was al so
detected in the associ ated nmethod bl ank, indicating | aboratory contam nation. The risk
attributed to dichloronethane via the groundwater inhalation pathway by future residents was 2 x
10 -8, well below 1 x 10 -6. Dichloronethane was detected in the groundwater in excess of the
0. 005 ng/L nmaxi mum contam nant |evel four times since January 1993, two of these exceedances
were in upgradient well DBP 3. Dichloronethane was eval uated and determned to be a | aboratory
artifact. Likew se, acetone has been detected in up- and downgradient wells and is a common

| aboratory artifact.

G oss alpha and total radiumwere the only radioactive constituents, in the Unit Assessnent
sanpl es (covering three quarters in 1993) for which prinmary nmaxi mum contam nant |evels may have
been exceeded. The naxi numcontam nant |evel (MCL) for gross alpha is 15 pQ/L, this |level may
have been exceeded in the Decenber 1993 sanple fromwell DBP-2 (15 pG/L ™ 0.21 pG/L). This
gross al pha anonaly occurred only once in a single well that had previously contained no

det ect abl e gross al pha and may be due to field or |aboratory contam nation

The MCL (regul atory standard) for total radiumis 5 pG/L; an increase to 20 pG/L is being
consi dered under proposed regul ati ons (56FR33050). Total radiumin the groundwater has only



exceeded 5 pG /L once since nonitoring began at ther DBRP. This exceedance occurred in the
sanpl e collected fromwell DBP-2 in Decenber 1993 (the same sanpl e which yielded the gross al pha
anomal y); Ra-226 was 4.8 pC/L and Ra-228 was 3.5 pG /L. The relationship of the gross al pha
and Ra-226/228 anonalies in the sane sanpl e suggests that these anonalies could be due to
problens with | aboratory or field sanpling techni ques

During evaluation performed for the BRA, the assunption was nade that all the radi umpresent was
Ra- 226, the only radiumfor which slope factors have been determ ned and the nost toxic radi um
species. This assunption contributed to an exaggeration of the risk attributed to radium The
ingestion of radiumin the groundwater pathway risks was evaluated at 6.0 x 10 -6 for future
workers and 2.0 x 10 -5 for future residents.

Tritiumwas recogni zed as a risk driver in the nodel ed- DBRP-soi | -to0-groundwat er exposure pat hway
as discussed in the preceeding paragraphs. Tritiumonly exceeded the two tinmes nmean background
screening level (5.26 pG/g) in the DBRP soils seven tinmes in 49 soil sanples, the maxi mum val ue
reported was 13.5 pCi/g fromthe 2 to 4 foot interval in boring 8 The nmaxi nrum contan nant

level for tritiumis 20,000 pG /L, the highest value of tritiumreported fromthe groundwater
was only 3400 pG /L, 17%of the MCL. The maxi mum nodel ed-soi |l -t 0- groundwat er concentration was
11,500 pQi /L.

The PAHs, HpCDD, OCDD, 1,1, 2-TCA, 1, 2-DCA carbon disulfide and chloroform have not been
detected in groundwater. These constituents have very low solubilities in aqueous system and
tend to be strongly adsorbed to clays and humates in the soil; they are not readily transferred
fromsoil to groundwater. The nodeling in the BRA is conservative in that it assunes that the
contaminant is present at its maxi num detected concentration throughout the waste body and that
the contam nant does not suffer degradation or depletion, thus the nodel ed- DBRP-soil -to-
groundwat er ri sks are exagger at ed

Under current |and use (and recommended institutional controls) the on-site visitor is supplied
with drinking water fromthe SRS drinking water supply system Under SRS institutiona
control, the local groundwater at the DBRP is not used for drinking or hygienic purposes.

VI. Summary of Qperable Unit Risks
Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

As part of the investigation/assessment process for the DBRP waste unit, a BRA was perforned
using data generated during the assessnent phase. Detailed information regarding the

devel opnent of constituents of potential concern (COPCs), the fate and transport of

contami nants, and the risk assessnent can be found in the BRA (WSRC, 1995a) and the RFI/R
Report for the D-Area Burning/Rubble Pits (431-D and 431-1D)(U), (WSRC, 1995b).

COPCs are site- and nedi a-specific, man-made and naturally occurring, inorganic and organic
chem cal s pesticides, and radionuclides detected at a unit under investigation. These
constituents are potentially site-related and data treating their distribution and
concentration, are of sufficient quality for use in the risk assessnent. The process of

desi gnating the COPCs was based on consideration of background concentrations, frequency of
detection, the relative toxic potential of the chem cals, and chem cal nutrient status

Constituents of concern (COCs) are isolated fromthe list of COPCs by cal cul ati ng carci nogenic
(cancer-causing) risks and noncarci nogeni ¢ hazard indices. A COC contributes significantly to a
pathway that contributes to either a cunulative site carcinogenic risk greater than 1.0 x 10 -6
or a hazard index greater than 1.0.

An exposure assessnent was performed to provide an indication of the potential exposures which
coul d occur based on the chem cal concentrations detected during sanpling activities. The only
current exposure scenario identified for the DBRP was for on-site workers, who may perform
environnental research or nmai ntenance activities (such as nowi ng and i nspections) on the DBRP on
alimted and intermttent basis. Conservative future exposure scenarios identified for the
DBRP i ncluded future environnental researchers and mai nt enance workers and future resident
adults and children. The reasonabl e maxi mum exposure concentration val ue was used as the
exposure point concentration



Per EPA gui dance, the carcinogenic risks and noncarci nogeni c hazards nust be calculated to
determi ne the appropriate remedial action for a waste unit. Carcinogenic risks are estimted as
the incremental probability of an individual devel oping cancer over a lifetine as a result of
pat hway- speci fi c exposure to cancer-causi ng contam nants. These risks are expressed as the
increased likelihood that an exposed individual will develop cancer during his lifetine (70
years) because of a 30-year (chronic) exposure to the contam nants at a given waste site

Cancer risks are related to the EPA target risk range of one in ten thousand (1.0 x 10 -4) to
one inone mllion (1.0 x 10 -6) for increnental cancer risk at National Priorities List sites

Remedy sel ection, addressing significant risks and/or principal threat source material, was
conpl eted in a conprehensive Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study (CVB/FS). Alternatives
that are permanent and/or enploy treatnment as a principal elenent of the renedy are necessary
for inclusion in the CVB/ FS.

Non- car ci nogeni ¢ effects are al so evaluated to identify a |l evel at which there nay be concern
for potential health effects other than cancer. The hazard quotient which is the ratio of the
exposure dose to the reference dose, is calculated for each contam nant. Hazard quotients are
summed for each exposure pathway to determine the specific hazard index (BD for each exposure
scenario. |If the hazard index exceeds unity (1.0), there is concern that adverse health effects
m ght occur.

Exposure risks and hazard for the three | and use scenarios are presented in Tables 1 through
3. The future residential scenario includes homegrown produce as an exposure point, which is
not considered under the current on-unit visitor or future industrial worker scenarios

Current Land Use-Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Hazar ds

Under the current |and use scenario, hunman health risks and noncarci nogeni ¢ hazards were
characterized for the current on-unit visitor. An on-unit visitor is described as an enpl oyee
of SRS who works at the DBRP for short periods on an infrequent basis, (i.e., a few hours per
nmonth perform ng environnental sanpling or naintenance activities). Qurrent on-unit visitors
are supplied with drinking water fromthe SRS drinking water supply system the |oca
groundwater is not used for drinking or hygiene

The BRA (WBRC, 1995a) shows that potential, adverse noncarci nogenic health effects are not
likely to occur, because none of the hazard indices exceeds a value of one. Table 1 contains
a summary of noncarci nogeni ¢ hazards under the current |and use scenario.

Current Land Use - Carcinogeni c R sks

Under the current |and use scenario, human health risks were characterized for the current
on-unit visitor. Table 1 contains a summary of carcinogenic risks. Al of the estimated

nonr adi ol ogi cal cancer risks were less than 1.0 x 10 -6, indicating that carcinogenic risk from
the unit is not significant. Media evaluated include soil inside the DBRP, soil outside the
DBRP, associ ated airborne soil particulates, and surface water and sedinment in the
streani wet | and

Al of the estinmated radiological risks were less than 1.0 x 10 -6. Radi ol ogi cal risks were
estinmated for three exposure pathways: ingestion of soil inside the DBRP, inhalation of
particulates fromsoil inside the DBRP, and ingestion of sedinment.

Future Land Use - Noncarci nogeni ¢ Hazards

The H's were | ess than one, indicating adverse noncarcinogenic effects are unlikely for the
foll owi ng pat hways

. direct exposure of on-unit workers to soils inside and outside the DBRP (Table 2)

. direct exposure of adult and child residents to soils inside and outside the DBRP
(Tabl e 3)

. direct exposure of child-only residents to soils inside and outside the DBRP

. exposure of a child to surface water and sedi nent



<I MG SRC 97027H>
<I MG SRC 970271 >
<I MG SRC 97027J>
<I MG SRC 97027K>

The groundwat er ingestion and inhal ation pathway yielded a H of 50 fromarsenic and
nmanganese to future resident adults and children. This hazard is reduced to 6 for future
on-unit workers.

Future Land Use - Carcinogenic R sks

Several exposure pathways for the future on-unit resident had estimated nonradi ol ogi ca

carci nogeni ¢ risks exceeding the | ower bound of the target risk range, 1.0 x 10 -6 (Tables 2 and
3). No contam nation was found in concentrations that yielded risks greater than the upper bound
of the risk range of 1.0 x 10 -4 except for arsenic by groundwater ingestion. Under the
groundwat er ingestion pathway, the risk due to arsenic to the future on-unit worker was 3.0 Xx

10 -4; to the future on-unit resident the risk was 1.0 x 10 -3. These risks were based on a
singl e neasured arsenic value in the groundwater which was |ess than the MCL for drinking

wat er .

For the future on-unit worker, cancer risks for ingestion of soil frominside the DBRPs were
equal to the EPA point of departure of 1.0 x 10 -6 for the 0-2.0 foot and 0-4.0 foot depth
intervals. Estimated risks for dermal contact with soil and inhalation of soil particulates at
both depths inside the DBRP were equal to 1.0 x 10 -6

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

Based on characterization of the environnental setting and identification of potential receptor
organi sns, a conceptual site nodel was devel oped to determ ne the conpl ete exposure pat hways
t hrough whi ch receptors coul d be exposed to COPCs.

Interpretation of the ecol ogical significance of the unit-related contam nation at the DBRP
indicated that there was essentially no |ikelihood of unit-related chem cals causing significant
inpacts to the community of species in the vicinity of the unit.

Si te- Speci fi ¢ Consi derations

Site-specific considerations, based on the conclusions of the BRA and RFI/RlI, which suggest
limted or no potential, for significant risk include

1) The DBRP contain a large volune of buried non-hazardous waste nmaterial and cover soil.

2) The levels of contam nation recogni zed during Phase Il characterization are generally very
low, there is a preponderance of non-detects. The contam nants are very stable chemcally and
exhibit limted nobility in the soil.

3) The groundwater nonitoring programindi cates that there has not been significant inpact from
the waste material in the pits.

4) The DBRP are in a renote area whi ch has been recommended as a future industrial zone by the
Ctizens Advisory Board (CAB) and in the Savannah R ver Site Future Use Project Report (DCE,
1996) .

Remedi al Action hjectives

Remedi al action objectives specify unit-specific contam nants, nedia of concern, potentia
exposure pathways, and renedi ation goals. The renedial action objectives are based on the
nature and extent of contam nation, threatened resources, and the potential for hunman and
environnental exposure. Initially, prelimnary renediation goals are devel oped based upon
Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs), or other information fromthe
RFI/R Report and the BRA. These goals should be nodified, as necessary, as nore information
concerning the unit and potential renedial technol ogi es becones available. Final renediation
goals will be determ ned when the renedy is selected and shall establish acceptabl e exposure



levels that are protective of human health and the environnent.

Ri sk level s at or above the upper-bound of the target risk range 1.0 X 10 -4 are consi dered
significant and are expected to undergo renedi ati on

Locati on-specific ARARs nust consider Federal, State, and local requirenents that reflect the
physi ogr aphi cal and environnental characteristics of the unit or the i mediate area. Renedi al
actions may be restricted or precluded depending on the location or characteristics of the unit
and the resulting requirenents

None of the risks associated with the soil in the DBRP was found to be greater than 1.0 x 10 -4.
PCB- 1260 fromthe 0-2 foot soil interval in Pit 431-D was the predom nant risk driver for future
residents, contributing 79%of the 1.0 x 10 -5 risk

The hazard index for this exposure scenario was 0.7. The only guidance that was exceeded for
soil concentrations was for PCB-1260 whi ch had a maxi num val ue of 3.39 ng/kg in the 0-2 foot
interval of boring 12 in Pit 431-D. The to-be-considered gui dance for PCBs is recommended soi
action levels of 1.0 ng/kg for residential use and 10-25 ng/kg for industrial use (EPA, 1990).
The PCB-1260 concentration in Pit 431-Dis well below the range for industrial |and use

Vi, Description of the Considered Alternatives for the DBRP Source Control Qperable Unit

The RFI/R and BRA indicate the DBRP pose mininal risk to the environnent. The risk to future
on-unit workers is only 1.0 X 10 -6. Ingestion of soil in the top two foot |ayer by future
residents poses arisk of 1.0 x 10 -5, primarily from PCB-1260. The Corrective Measures

St udy/ Focused Feasibility Study (OVB/ FFS) was devel oped to consi der possible actions which could
reduce the risks to 1.0 x 10 -6 or |ess.

A broad suite of treatnent alternatives has already been considered in the F-Area Burning/ Rubble
Pits (231-F, 231-1F and 231-2F) Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study (U (WSRC, 1996a).
Both sets of burning/rubble pits received simlar wastes which were managed under simlar
conditions and practices; simlar constituents of concern have been recogni zed for both
facilities. On July 20, 1995, SRS, SCDHEC, and EPA held a scoping neeting for the DBRP CMS/ FS.
The agenda of this nmeeting included discussion of the site specific considerations and
uncertainties, the limted risks associated with the DBRP, and the CAB proposed industrial |and
use zones. The conclusion of the scoping neeting was that focusing on a limted suite of
alternatives in the feasibility study for the DBRP woul d be appropriate. Therefore, SRS
conducted the COVB/ FFS (WSRC, 1996b) for the DBRP, reducing the nunber of treatment options to be
considered to the five alternatives discussed in the foll ow ng paragraphs.

Five alternatives were evaluated for renedial action at the DBRP source control operable unit.
Each alternative is described bel ow

Alternative 1 No Action

Under this alternative, no action would be taken at the DBRP. EPA policy and regul ations
require consideration of a no action alternative to serve as a basis agai nst whi ch ot her
alternatives can be conpared. Because no further action would be taken and the DBRP woul d
remain in their present condition, there are no costs associated with this alternative and there
woul d be no reduction of risk. Potential risks of 1.0 x 10 -5 due to soil ingestion and 1.0 x
10 -3 fromingestion and inhal ati on of groundwater would remain for possible future residents
However, the groundwater risk is believed to be overestinated based on the groundwater

noni toring history and contam nant concentrations in the DBRP soil as discussed in Section V.

Alternative 2 Institutional Controls

Under this alternative, institutional controls would be inplenented at the DBRP. |nplenentation
of this alternative will require both near- and long-termactions. For the near-term signs
will be posted indicating that this area was used to nanage hazardous materials. In addition
exi sting SRS access controls will be used to naintain the use of this site for industrial use
only.

In the long-term if the property is ever transferred to non-federal ownership, the U S



Governnent woul d create a deed for the new property owner in conpliance with Section 120(h) of
CERCLA. The deed woul d include notification disclosing fornmer DBRP wast e nanagenent and

di sposal activities, results fromgroundwater nonitoring, and renedial actions taken on the
site. The deed notification would, in perpetuity, notify any potential purchaser that the
property has been used for the managenent and di sposal of non-hazardous, inert construction
debris, and that wastes containi ng hazardous substances, such as degreasers and sol vents, were
al so managed and burned on the site.

The deed woul d al so i nclude deed restrictions precluding residential use of the property.
However, the need for these deed restrictions could be reevaluated at the time of transfer in
the event that contam nation no | onger poses an unacceptabl e risk under residential use

In addition, if the site is ever transferred to non-federal ownership, a survey plat of the area
will be prepared, certified by a professional |and surveyor and recorded with the appropriate
county recordi ng agency.

There are no construction costs associated with this alternative. The cost for surveying the
land and filing with the Barnwell County Records is estimated to be $2,000. If five year reviews
of renedy are required, the estimated present value for these reviews over the next 30 years is
$8,000. The total present value costs for Alternative 2 are $10,000. Additional groundwater
nmonitoring and reporting costs would total about $12,000 annual ly; these costs may not continue
indefinitely and are not included in the total cost used for conparison

Wth essentially no further action except for the nodest cost of deed notifications and
restrictions upon transfer of the land and five year reviews, under Alternative 2 Institutiona
Controls, risks attributable to future workers at the DBRP would be 1.0 x 10 -6

Alternative 3 Native Soil Cover (4')

A four foot thick cover of natural soil would be installed over the present surface of the DBRP
to reduce the likelihood that future excavation for construction of a typical basenment would
expose waste or contam nated soil. |If the property is ever transferred to private ownership, in
conpl i ance with CERCLA 120(h), the U S. CGovernnent would create a deed with notifications and
restrictions simlar to those identified in Alternative 2. Future deed restrictions on
excavation bel ow four feet woul d be necessary to prevent potential exposure of future workers or
residents to buried waste which may contain | ow concentrati ons of hazardous constituents.

The preparation of a Renedi al Design/Renedial Action Wrk Plan woul d cost $30,000. The
construction costs associated with this alternative are estimated at $160, 000 for the
installation of a four foot thick native soil cover. The cost for surveying the land and filing
with the Barnwell County Records is estimated to be $2,000. Maintenance costs for 30 years are
estimated at $15,000. |If five year reviews woul d be required; the estinated present value for
these reviews over the next 30 years is $8,000. Total present value costs for this alternative
are estimated at $235, 000.

Wth deed restrictions upon the transfer of the land to non-federal ownership per Section 120(h)
of CERCLA, the risk to future workers and possible future residents would be reduced to |ess
than 1.0 x 10 -6. The need for the deed restrictions would be reevaluated prior to transfer

Alternative 4 Thernal Desorption/lncineration

Under this alternative, the upper two feet of contami nated soil would be excavated for treatnment
to elimnate the PCB-1260, BaP, and OCDD. The soil would be fed through a high tenperature

rotary kiln to extract the volatile organic contamnants fromthe soil. The extracted gases
woul d then be destroyed in the incinerator. The treated soil would be returned to the site and
vegetati on woul d be established to prevent erosion. |f the property is ever transferred to

private ownership, in conpliance with CERCLA 120(h), the U S. Governnent would create a deed
with notifications and restrictions simlar to those identified in Alternative 2. Future deed
restrictions (upon transfer of the land to non-federal ownership) on excavation bel ow two feet
woul d be necessary to prevent potential exposure of future workers or residents to buried waste
whi ch may contain | ow | evel s of hazardous constituents. The need for these deed restrictions
coul d be reevaluated at the tine of transfer in the event that contam nation no | onger poses an
unaccept abl e ri sk under residential use



Preparation of the Remedi al Design/Renedial Action Work Plan to inplenent this alternative

woul d cost $150,000. A National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants pernit woul d be
required at a cost of $150,000 because of the potential for atnospheric rel eases during

renmedi ation. The treatnment cost for this alternative wuld be $1, 500,000 and the deed
restriction on excavati on below tw feet would cost $2,000 for a total cost of $1,502, 000.

This alternative is protective of human health and woul d permanently reduce risk to | ess than
1.0 x 10 -6 for ingestion of soil fromPCB-1260 for future on-site workers and future residents.

Alternative 5 Ofsite Soil D sposa

Under this alternative, the upper two feet of contam nated soil would be excavated and
transported to a licensed offsite disposal facility. The excavation would be filled to grade
with clean native soil and cover vegetation would be established. If the property is ever
transferred to private ownership, the U S. Government would create a deed with notifications and
restrictions simlar to those identified in Alternative 2 in conpliance with CERCLA 120(h). The
potential risk for exposure of future workers and possible residents to | ow concentrations of
hazar dous constituents in the renai ning waste woul d necessitate the filing of a deed restriction
on excavation below two feet upon the transfer of the land to non-federal ownership. The need
for these deed restrictions could be reevaluated at the tine of transfer in the event that
contam nati on no | onger poses an unacceptable risk under residential use

The preparation of a Renedi al Design Renedial Action Wrk Plan woul d cost $150,000. The cost
for excavation, transportation, disposal fees, and backfilling would be $932,000. The tota
cost for this would be $1,084, 000, including $2,000 for recording the deed notifications and
restrictions.

The risk to future workers and possible future residents would be reduced to less than 1.0 x
10 -6 fromingestion of PCB-1260 contam nated soil

VI, Summary of Conparative Anal yses of the Alternatives
Description of Nine Evaluation Criteria

Each of the renedial alternatives was evaluated using the nine criteria established by the
Nati onal G| and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP). The criteria were derived from
the statutory requirenents of CERCLA Section 121. The NCP [40 CFR °© 300.430 (e)(9)] sets forth
nine evaluation criteria that provide the basis for evaluating alternatives and selecting a
remedy. The criteria are:

. overal | protection of human health and the environnent,

. conpl i ance with ARARs,

. l ong-term effectiveness and permanence

. reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent,
. short-term effectiveness,

. inmpl enentability,

. cost,

. state acceptance, and

. communi ty accept ance.

In selecting the preferred alternative, the above nentioned criteria were used to evaluate the
alternatives developed in the D-Area Burning/Rubble Pits (431-D and 431-1D) Corrective Measures
St udy/ Focused Feasibility Study (U (WBRC, 1996b). Seven of the criteria are used to eval uate
all the alternatives, based on human health and environnental protection, cost, and feasibility
issues. The preferred alternative is further evaluated based on the final two criteria: state
acceptance and community acceptance. Brief descriptions of all nine criteria are given bel ow

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - The renedial alternatives are assessed
to determ ne the degree to which each alternative elimnates, reduces, or controls threats to
human health and the environnent through treatnent, engineering nethods, or institutiona
control s.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents - ARARs are Federa



and state environnental regul ations that establish standards which renedial actions nust neet.
There are three types of ARARs: (1) chenical -specific, (2) location-specific, and (3) action-
speci fic.

Chemi cal -specific ARARs are usually health- or risk-based |evels or nethodol ogi es which, when
applied to unit-specific conditions, result in the establishment of nunerical values. Oten
these nunerical values are pronmulgated in Federal or state regul ations

Locati on-specific ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentration of hazardous substances or
the conduct of activities solely because they are in specific locations. Sone exanples of
specific locations include floodplains, wetlands, historic places, and sensitive ecosystens or
habi t at s.

Action-specific ARARs are usually technol ogy- or renmedial activity-based requirenments or
limtations on actions taken with respect to hazardous substances or unit-specific conditions
These requirenents are triggered by the particular renedial activities that are selected to
acconpl i sh a renedy.

The remedial activities are assessed to determ ne whether they attain ARARs or provi de grounds
for involving one of the five waivers for ARARs. These wai vers are:

. the remedial action is an interimneasure and will beconme a part of a total renedia
action that will attain the ARAR

. conpliance will result in greater risk to human health and the environment than
other alternatives,

. conpliance is technically inpracticable froman engi neering perspective

. the alternative renedial action will attain an equival ent standard of performance
t hrough use of another nethod or approach

. the state has not consistently applied the pronulgated requirenent in simlar
or at other renedial action sites in the state.

In addition to ARARS, conpliance with other criteria, guidance, and proposed standards that are
not legally binding, but may provide useful information or recormended procedures shoul d be
revi ened as To- Be- Consi dered when setting renedi al objectives

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernmanence - The renedial alternatives are assessed based on their
ability to nmaintain reliable protection of hunan health and the environnent after
i npl enent ati on.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent - The renmedial alternatives are
assessed based on the degree to which they enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity (the harnfu
nature of the contam nants), nobility (ability of the contam nants to nove through the
environnent), or volune of contam nants associated with the unit.

Short-Term Ef fectiveness - The renedial alternatives am assessed considering factors relevant to
inpl enentation of the renedial action, including risks to the continuity during inplenmentation

i npacts on workers, potential environmental inpacts (e.g., air emmssions), and the tinme unti
protection is achieved.

Inpl erentability - The renedial alternatives are assessed by considering the difficulty of
inplenenting the alternative including technical feasibility, constructability reliability of
t echnol ogy, ease of undertaking additional renedial actions (if required), nonitoring
considerations , admnistrative feasibility (regulatory requirenents), and availability of
services and naterial s.

Cost - The eval uation of remedial alternatives nust include capital and operational and

mai nt enance costs. Present value costs are estimated within +50/-30 percent, per EPA gui dance
The cost estinates given with each alternative are prepared frominfornation available at the
tine of the estimate. The final costs of the project will depend on actual |abor and materia



costs, actual site conditions, productivity conpetitive market conditions, final project scope
final project schedule, and other variable factors. As a result, the final project costs may
vary fromthe estinates presented herein.

State Acceptance - In accordance with the FFA, the State is required to comment on/approve the
RFI /R Report, the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, the Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study,
and the Statenment of Basis/Proposed Pl an.

Community Acceptance - The conmmunity acceptance of the preferred alternative is assessed by
giving the public an opportunity to comment on the renedy sel ection Process. A public coment
period was held and public conments concerning the proposed renedy are addressed in the
Responsi veness Summary of this Record of Decision

Det ai | ed Eval uation

The remedi al action alternatives discussed in Section VII| have been eval uated using the nine
criteria just described. Tables 4 through 8 present the evaluation of the soil renedia
alternatives.

I X The Sel ected Renedy

Based on the BRA, the DBRP unit soil poses a risk of 1.0 x 10 -6 for future workers in an
industrial land use scenario via ingestion of the soil in the top 2 foot layer. Analysis of the
risk evaluation indicated that calculated risks to future workers and resi dents under the

i nhal ati on and ingestion of groundwater pathway were exaggerated because of conservative
assunptions in the nodeling. The probable condition is that the DBRP source unit is not
contributing to groundwater contam nation. As a result, no renedial action for the groundwater
with a period of continued nonitoring for confirmation is the only appropriate action

Institutional Controls (Alternative 2) for the DBRP Source Unit and no renedial action for the
groundwater with a period of confirmatory groundwater nonitoring is the preferred action
at the DBRP because:

1) the groundwater history at the DBRP (summarized in Section V) indicates |ow frequency of
occurrences at |ow concentrations of gross al pha and total radium

2) the DBRP soils do not represent a credible threat to the quality of groundwater in the
future

A plan for continued annual groundwater nonitoring, during the second quarter of each cal endar
year, for the five wells at the DBRP will be included in the post-ROD docunent, the Corrective
Measur es | npl enent ati on/ Renedi al Action Report (CM/RAR). The groundwater sanples wll be

anal yzed for follow ng proposed |ist of constituents nmany of which have not been detected in the
groundwat er at the DBRP since nonitoring began in 1983

arsenic

benzene
benzo(a) ant hracene
benzo(a) pyrene
benzo(b) fl uor ant hene
benzo(k) fl uor ant hene
chrom um

chrysene

1, 2-di chl or oet hane

di chl or onet hane

endri ne

nmanganese

oct achl or odi benzo- p-di oxin
PCB- 1260

total radium

1,1, 2-trichl oroet hane
tritium



The CM/RAR will contain a detailed nonitoring strategy which will outline the submttal
schedul e and contents of the nmonitoring reports, which will include an analysis of the data, a
concl usion, and a recomendati on. The recommendati on section of the CM/RAR wi || provide for
appropriate changes to the nonitoring programw th SCDHEC and EPA concurrence.



Table 4. Summary of the Evaluation of Alternative 1 No Acton Under the Nine CERCLA Criteria

Al'ternative 1 No Action

Overal | Protection of
Human Heal th and
the Environnent

0 Protectiveness

No actions taken

W Il not reduce risks
fromthose reported
in the BRA

Sel ected (Yes/No); Yes

Conpliance with
ARARS

0 Conpliance

PCB- 1260 exceeds
the TBE gui dance
1.0 nmg/ kg for

residential use.

0 Conpliance with
action-specific
ARARs

No action taken. Not
appl i cabl e.

0 Conpliance with
| ocation-specific
ARARs

The site is in
conpliance with all

l ocation-specific
TBCs.

0 Conpliance with
other criteria,

advi sories, and

gui dance

No action taken. Not
applicable.

Long-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Magni tude of
residual risk

Ri sks within EPA
risk range 1x10 -4 to
1x10 -4, H <1.

0 Adequacy and
reliability of
control s

Not applicable.

Rational e: Required by NCP as a baseline for

Reduction of
Toxicity, Mbility or
Vol une

0 Treatnent process
used and materials
treated

No treatment used.

0 Amount of
hazardous material s
destroyed or treated

None destroyed or
treated.

performed.

0 Degree of

expect ed reduction
intoxicity, nmobility,
and vol une

No reduction in
toxicity, mobility, or
vol une.

0 Degree to which
treatnent is
reversible

Not applicable.

0 Type and quantity
of residuals

remai ning after
treat nent

Not applicable.
Not hi ng i s changed.

conparison.

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Protection of

communi ty during

renedi al actions

Not applicable.
renedi ation
performed.

0 Protection of
wor kers during
renedi al action

Not applicable.
remedi ati on

0 Environnental
i npact s

None.

O Tinme until
remedi al action
obj ectives are
achi eved

Not applicable.

0 Contam nants

PCB- 1260 not
reduced.

| npl ement abi lity

0 Ability to
construct and

operate the

t echnol ogy

Not applicable. No

action taken.

0 Reliability of the
t echnol ogy

Not applicable. No
technol ogy appli ed.

0 Ease of

under t aki ng

addi tional renedial
action, if necessary
Very easy.

0 Ability to nonitor
effectiveness of the
remedy

Easy to nonitor.

0 Coordination with
and ability in

obt ai ni ng approval s
from ot her agencies
Not applicable. No
action taken.

0 Availability of
necessary equi pnent
and speci alists and
of f-site services
Not applicable. No
action taken.

0 Availability of
prospective

technol ogi es

Not applicable. No
action taken.

(TBC=To be consi dered gui dance)

0 Capital costs

None.

0 Operating and
nai nt enance costs

None.

State Acceptance

0 Features of the
alternative the state
supports

None.

0 Features of the

al ternatives about

which the state has
reservations

Not applicable.

0 Elenents of the
alternative the state
strongly opposes

Not applicable. The
state has concurred
with Institutional
Controls.

Communi ty
Accept ance

0 Features of the
alternative the
comuni ty supports

None.

0 Features of the
al ternative about
whi ch the comunity
has reservations
Not applicable.

0 Elenents of the
alternative the
comunity strongly
opposes

Not applicable. The
comunity supports
Institutional Controls.



Table 5. Summary of the Evaluation of Alternative 2 Institutional

Alternative 2 Institutional

Overal | Protection of
Human Heal th and
the Environnent

0 Protectiveness

Exceedes TBCs for

future residents only.

Precl udes residenti al
use of this property.

Sel ected (Yes/No): Yes

Control s

Conpliance with
ARARs

0 Conpliance

DBRP conplies with
industrial TBC

gui dance 10-25

my/ kg

0 Conpliance with
action-specific
ARARs

No action taken. Not
applicabl e.

0 Conpliance with
| ocation-specific
ARARs

The site is in
conpliance with all

| ocation-specific

gui dance.

0 Conpliance with
other criteria,

advi sories, and

gui dance

No action taken. Not
applicabl e.

Long-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Magni tude of
residual risk

Overall risk is 1x
10 -4, H is 0.03.

0 Adequacy and
reliability of
control s

Deed restrictions
will prevent future
residential use.

Rationale: Low cost

Control s under

al ternative.

Reduction of
Toxicity, Mbility,
Vol ume

0 Treatnent process
used and materials
treated

No treatment used.

0 Ampunt of
hazardous naterials
destroyed or treated

None destroyed or
treated.

0 Degree of
expected reduction

intoxicity, mobility,

and vol ume

No reduction in
toxicity, mobility,
vol une.

0 Degree to which
treatnent is
reversible

Not applicable.

0 Type and quantity
of residuals

remai ning after
treat nent

Al'l contaninants
renmin.

the Nine CERCLA Criteria.

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Protection of
comunity during
renedi al actions

Not applicable.
renedi ation
performed.

0 Protection of
wor kers during
renedi al action

Not applicable.
renedi ation.
performed.

0 Environnental
i mpacts

0 Time until
remedi al action
obj ectives are
achi eved

Not applicable.

0 Contam nants

PCB- 1260 not
reduced.

No

No

Conpl i ance with CAB recommendation for future industrial

I npl ement ability

0 Ability to
construct and
operate the

t echnol ogy

Not applicable. No
action taken.

0 Reliability of the
technol ogy

Not applicable. No
technol ogy applied.

0 Ease of

under t aki ng

addi tional renedial
action, if necessary
Very easy.

0 Ability to nonitor
effectiveness of the
renedy

East to nonitor.

0 Coordination with
and ability in

obt ai ni ng approval s
from ot her agencies
Not applicable. No
action taken.

0 Availability of
necessary equi pment
and specialists and
off-site services
Not applicable. No
action taken.

0 Availability of
prospective

technol ogi es

Not applicable. No
action taken.

0 Capital costs

Low.

0 Operating and
mai nt enance costs

use of the land. ARARs are net.

St ate Accept ance

0 Features of the
alternative the state
supports

Ri sks bel ow 1x10 -4.

0 Features of the
al ternative about
which the state has
reservations

State supports

Institutional Controls.

0 Elenents of the
alternative the state
stongly opposes

State supports

Institutional Controls.

(YBC=To Be Consi dered)

Communi ty
Accept ance

0 Features of the
alternative the
comunity supports

Ri sks bel ow 1x10 -4.

0 Features of the
al ternative about
which the community
has reservations
Communi ty supports

Institutional Controls.

0 Elements of the
alternative the
community strongly
opposes

Conmuni ty supports

Institutional Controls.



Tabl e 6.

Alternative 3 Native Soil Cover (4')

Overal | Protection of

Human Heal th and
the Environnent

0 Protectiveness

Ri sk bel ow 1x10 -4

Sel ected (Yes/No):

Conpl i ance with
ARARs

0 Conpliance

WI| meet PCB TBC
gui dance for
residential 1 ng/kg.

0 Conpliance with
action-specific
ARARs

Mist meet CAA
requirenents for dust
control .

0 Conpliance with
| ocation-specific
ARARs

None applicable.

0 Conpliance with
other criteria,
advi sories and
gui dance

Must conply with
OSHA.

Yes

Long-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Magni tude of
residual risk

Ri sk remains,
however 4' |ayer
woul d al | ow shal | ow

excavati on.

0 Adequacy and
reliability of
control s

Rel i abl e unl ess

deed restrictions on
deep excavation are
not enforced.

Rat i onal e:

ARARs are net.

Sunmmary of the Evaluation of Alternative 3 Native Soil Cover (4') under the Nine CERCLA Criteria.

Reduction in
Toxicity, Mbility, or
Vol une

0 Treatnment process
used and materials
treated

No treatment used.

0 Amount of
hazardous materials
destroyed or treated

None destroyed or
treated.

0 Degree of

expected reduction
intoxicity, nobility,
and vol une

No reduction in
toxicity or volune,
dust and | eaching to
groundwat er reduced.
0 Degree to which
treatnent is
reversible

Cover is conpletely
reversi bl e.

0 Type and quantity
of residuals

remai ning after
treat nent

Al'l contami nants
rensin.

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Protection of
conmmuni ty during
renedi al actions

No risk to community
while cover is
install ed.

0 Protection of
wor kers during
renedi al action

M nor risk to workers
during installation
due to heavy

equi pment and dust.

0 Environmental

i mpact s

Potential inpacts to
environmental from
heavy equi prent and
dust.

o Tine until

remedi al action

obj ectives are

achi eved

Cover can be
installed in <1 year.

0 Contam nants

PCB- 1260 remains,
but cover provides a
barrier to exposure.
0 Availability of
necessary equi pnent
and specialists and
of f-site services
Easily avail abl e.

0 Availability of
prospective

technol ogi es

Readi | y avail abl e.

Woul d allow restricted future residential

I npl ement ability

0 Ability to

construct and

operate the

t echnol ogy

Easy to install cover.

0 Reliability of the
t echnol ogy

Cover can be
breached. May be
difficult to prevent
deep excavation.

0 Ease of

under t aki ng

addi tional renedial
action, if necessary
Easy, additional
renmedi ati on may
require renoval of
cover.

0 Ability to nonitor
effectiveness of the
remedy

Easy to nonitor

ef fectiveness.

0 Coordination with
and ability in

obt ai ni ng approval s
from ot her agencies
Rel atively easy to

obtain approval for
installing cover.

use of property.

0 Capital costs

Low.

0 Operating and
nMai nt enance costs

Low. Inspection and
nai nt enance will be
required.

(TBC= To be considered gui dance)

St ate Accept ance

0 Features of the
alternative the state
supports

Low cost, soil cover
provides barrier

0 Features of the
al ternative about
which the state has
reservations

Cont ami nants remain.

0 Elements of the
alternative the state
strongly opposes

None.

Communi ty
Accept ance

0 Features of the
alternative the
comuni ty supports

Low cost, soil cover
provi des barrier. CAB
recommended future

industrial use.

0 Features of the

al ternative about

whi ch the comunity
has reservations

Cont ami nants remain.
CAB recomrended
future industrial use.

0 Elements of the
alternative the
communi ty strongly
opposes

None.



Table 7.
Al'ternative 4 Thermal

Overal | Protection of
Human Heal th and
the Environnent

0 Protectiveness

O fers conplete
protection of human
heal th and the
environnent .

Sel ected (Yes/No): Yes

Sunmmary of the Evaluation of Alternative 4 Thermal

Desorption/lncineration

Conpl i ance with Long-term
ARARs Ef fectiveness

0 Conpliance 0 Magni tude of

residual risk

WI| meet PCB TBC
for residential use 1
ng/ kg.

Remeining risk will
be bel ow 1x10 -4.

0 Conpliance with 0 Adequacy and
action-specific reliability of
ARARs controls

Mist meet CAA
requirements for dust
and off-gas control.

Rel i abl e unl ess

deed restrictions on
deep excavation are
not enforced.

0 Conpliance with

| ocati on-specific

ARARs

None applicable.

0 Conpliance with
other criteria,
advi sories, and
gui dance

Must conply with
OSHA.

Rationale: ARARs are net.

Desor ption/Incineration under the Nine CERCLA Criteria.

Reduction of
Toxicity, Mbility, or
Vol unme

0 Treatnent process
used and materials
treated

PCBs will be
destroyed.

0 Ampunt of
hazardous materials
destroyed or treated

PCBs will be
destroyed.

0 Degree of

expected reduction
intoxicity, nobility,
and vol ume

Virtually conplete.

0 Degree to which
treatnent is
reversible

Irreversible.

0 Type and quantity
of residuals

remai ning after
treat nent

None.

Would all ow future residential

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Protection of
comuni ty during
renedi al actions

Community will be
protected from of f-
gas and dust by

engi neering controls.
0 Protection of

wor kers during

renedi al action

Manageabl e risk to
wor kers due to
equi pment, of f-gas
and dust.

0 Environnental

i npacts

Potential inpacts to
environnment from
equi pment, gas, and
dust.

o Time until

remedi al action

obj ectives are

achi eved

Can be conpleted in
<l year.

0 Contaminants

PCB- 1260 destroyed.

use of property with restrictions on excavation below 2 feet.

I npl ement ability

0 Ability to
construct and
operate the
t echnol ogy
| npl ement abl e.

0 Reliability of the
technol ogy

Very reliable.

0 Ease of

under t aki ng

addi tional remedi al
action, if necessary
Easy, no additional
remedi ati on shoul d
be required.

0 Ability to nonitor
effectiveness of the
remedy

Easy to nonitor

ef fectiveness.

0 Coordination with
and ability in

obt ai ni ng approval s
from ot her agencies

Air pernmits required.

0 Availability of
necessary equi pment
and specialists and
off-site services
Sonmewhat |imted.

0 Availability of
prospective

technol gi es
Somewhat |imited.

0 Capital costs

Hi gh.

0 Operating and
mai nt enance costs

Hi gh. Subsequent
mai ntenance will not
be required.

State Acceptance

0 Features of the
alternative the state
supports

Conpl ete
renedi ati on.

0 Features of the
al ternative about
which the state has
reservations

None.

0 Elenents of the
alternative the state
strongly opposes

None.

(TBC=To be consi dered)

Communi ty
Accept ance

0 Features of the
alternative the
comunity supports

Conpl ete
renedi ation.

0 Features of the

al ternative about
whi ch the conmmunity
has reservations
CAB reconmmended
future industrial use.
Hi gh cost for alight
ri sk reduction.

0 Elements of the
alternative the
community strongly
opposes

None.



Table 8. Summary of Evaluation of Alternative 5 Offsite Soil Disposal under the Nine CERCLA Criteria.

Alternative 5 Offsite Soil

Overal | Protection of

Human Heal th and
the Environnent

0 Protectiveness

O fers conplete
protection of human

heal th and the
envi ronment .

Sel ected (YES/ No):

Di sposal

Conpliance with
ARARs

0 Conpliance

Wl neet PCB TBC
gui dance for

residential use, 1
ng/ kg.

0 Conpliance with
action-specific
ARARs

Must meet CAA
requirements for dust
control .

0 Conpliance with

| ocation-specific
ARARs

None applicable.

0 Conpliance with
other criteria,
advi sories, and
gui dance

Miust conply with
OSHA.

Long-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Magni tude of
residual risk

Remai ning risk will
be bel ow 1x10 -4

0 Adequacy and
reliability of
control s

Rel i abl e unl ess

deed restrictions on
deep excavation are
not enforced.

Rationale: ARARs are net.

Reduction of
Toxicity, Mbility,
Vol ume

0 Treatnment process
used and materials
treated

PCB cont ani nat ed
soil will be renoved

0 Amount of
hazardous materials
destroyed or treated

PCB cont am nat ed
soil will be rermoved
and replaced with
clean fill.

0 Degree of

expected reduction

or

intoxicity, mobility,

and vol une.
Virtually conplete,
PCB is renoved.

0 Degree to which
treatment is
reversible

Irreversible.

0 Type and quantity
of residuals

remai ning after
treat nent

None.

Woul d all ow future residential

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

0 Protection of
comuni ty during
renedi al actions

Community will be
protected from dust

by engi neering
controls.

0 Protection of
wor kers during

renedi al action

Manageabl e risk to
wor kers due to
equi pment and dust.

0 Environnent al
i mpacts

Potential inpacts to
environment from
equi prent and dust.
o Tinme until

remedi al action

obj ectives are

achi eved

Can be conpleted in
si x nont hs.

0 Contaminants

PCB- 1260 renoved.

I npl ement ability

0 Ability to
construct and
operate the

t echnol ogy

| npl ement abl e.

0 Reliability of the
t echnol ogy

Very reliable

0 Ease of

under t aki ng

addi tional renedi al
action, if necessary
Easy, no additional
renedi ati on shoul d
be required.

0 Ability to nonitor
effectiveness of the
remedy

Easy to nonitor

ef fectiveness.

0 Coordination with
and ability in

obt ai ni ng approval s
from ot her agencies
DOT regul ations.

0 Availability of
necessary equi pment
and specialists and
off-site services
Readi | y avail abl e.
0 Availability of
prospective

technol ogi es

Readi | y avail abl e.

use of property with restrictions on excavation below 2 feet.

0 Capital costs

Hi gh.

0 Operating and
nMai nt enance costs

Hi gh. Subsequent
nai nt enance will not
be required.

State Acceptance

0 Features of the
alternative the state
supports

Conpl ete
renedi ation.

0 Features of the
al ternative about
whi ch the state has
reservations

None.

0 Elenents of the
alternative the state
strongly opposes

None.

(TBC=To be consi dered)

Communi ty
Accept ance

0 Features of the
alternative the
comunity supports

Conpl ete
renedi ation.

0 Features of the

al ternative about
whi ch the community
has reservations
CAB recommended
future industrial use.
Hi gh cost for slight
ri sk reduction.

0 Elenents of the
alternative the
communi ty strongly
opposes

None.



I mpl erentation of this alternative will require both near- and long-termactions. For the near-
term signs will be posted indicating that this area was used to nanage hazardous materi al s.

In addition, existing SRS access controls will be used to maintain the use of this site for
industrial use only.

In the long-term if the property is ever transferred to non-federal ownership, the U S
Governnent will create a deed for the new property owner in conpliance with Section 120(h) of

CERCLA. The deed will include notification disclosing fornmer waste nmanagenent and di sposa
activities, results fromgroundwater nonitoring, and renedial actions taken on the site. The
deed notification will in perpetuity, notify any potential purchaser that the property has been

used for the managenent and di sposal of non-hazardous, inert construction debris, and that
wast es contai ni ng hazardous substances, such as degreasers and solvents, were al so nanaged and
burned on the site.

The deed will also include deed restrictions precluding residential use of the property.
However, the need for these deed restrictions could be reevaluated at the time of transfer in
the event that contam nation no | onger poses an unacceptabl e risk under residential use

In addition, if the site is ever transferred to non-federal ownership, a survey plat of the area
will be prepared, certified by a professional |and surveyor, and recorded with the appropriate
county recordi ng agency.

The Institutional Controls Alternative is intended to be the final action for the DBRP Source
Unit. The solution is intended to be pernmanent and effective in both the |ong and near ternms.
This alternative is considered to be the | east cost option which is still protective of hunman
heal th and the environnent.

The SCDHEC has nodified the SRS RCRA pernit to incorporate the sel ected renedy.

This proposal is consistent with EPA guidance and is an effective use of risk managenent
principl es.

X. Statutory Determnations

Based on the DBRP RFI/R Report and the BRA, the DBRP source operable unit poses no significant

risk to the environment and minimal risk to human health. Therefore, a deternination has been
made that Institutional Controls are sufficiently protective of human health and the environnent

for the remaining contam nation in the DBRP soils and groundwat er

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and
State of South Carolina requirenments that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and is cost-effective. The randomdistribution and |ow | evels of

contami nation preclude a renedy in which treatnent is a practical alternative. Institutional
Controls will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contam nants renaining in the waste
unit. Because treatnent of the principal threats of the site was found to be inpracticable, this
remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnment as a principal elenent.

Section 300.430 (f)(4)(ii) of the NCP requires that a five-year review of the ROD be perforned
i f hazardous substances, pollutants, or contamnants remain in the waste unit. The three
Parties, DOE, SCDHEC, and EPA, have determned that a Five Year Review of the ROD for the DBRP
will be perfornmed to ensure continued protection of human health and the environnent.

Xl . Expl anation of Significant Changes

The Statenment of Basis/Proposed Plan and the draft RCRA pernit nodification provided for

invol venent with the comunity through a docunent review process and a public comment period. A
public neeting was advertised and held on Cctober 15. Comments that were received during the
45-day public coment period (Septenber 17 through Cctober 31, 1996) are addressed in Appendi x A
of this Record of Decision and are available with the final RCRA permt.

The only changes to the remedy proposed for the DBRP in the Statenent of Basis/Proposed Plan
(WBRC, 1996¢) are: (1) that the probable condition is that no significant groundwater
contamination is originating in the DBRP and no renedial action for the groundwater with a



period of continued nonitoring for confirmation of no | eaching to groundwater is the only
appropriate action, and (2) it was determned that it was not appropriate to append the

conti nued groundwater nmonitoring plan to the ROD as proposed in the Statenent of Basis/Proposed
Plan. The plan for continued groundwater nonitoring will be included in the CM/RAR In the
event that the probable condition is no | onger appropriate, DCE will evaluate the need for
remedi al action.

X Responsi veness Summary

There were three comments received during the public comment period. The Responsiveness Summary
(see Appendi x A) of this Record of Decision addresses these comments.

X, Post - RCD Docunent Schedul e
The post - ROD docunent schedule is listed below and is illustrated in Figure 4:

1. Corrective Measures |nplenentati on/ Renedi al Action Report (CM/RAR) Revision 0 for the DBRP
will be subnmitted for EPA and SCDHEC revi ew four nonths after issuance of the ROD.

2. EPA and SCDHEC review of the DBRP CM/RAR Revision O will last 90 days.

3. SRS revision of the DBRP CM/RAR Revision O will be conpleted in 60 days after receipt of
all regulatory comments.

4. EPA and SCDHEC final review and approval of the DBRP CM/RAR Revision 1 will |ast 30 days.

<I M5 SRC 97027L>
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Appendi x A
Responsi veness Sunmary

The 45-day public coment period for the Statenent of Basis/Proposed Plan for the D Area

Bur ni ng/ Rubbl e Pits (431-D and 431-1D)(U) began an Septenber 17, 1996 and ended on Cctober 31
1996. A public neeting was held on Cctober 15, 1996. Specific comments and responses are found
bel ow. The comments are italicized and the responses are bol ded

Public Meeting Comments

The followi ng comments were received during the Limted Action Proposed Plans/Permt
Modi fications presentations. These comments were taken fromthe Cctober 15, 1996 Public Meeting
as recorded in the Savannah River Site Infornmation Exchange transcript.

Comrent  1: Public Gitizen: What risk is there for animals or | guess future environmental
like if you were going to turn this into a park?

Response to Comment 1: As a part of the baseline risk assessnent process for the DBRP, an

ecol ogi cal risk assessnent was conducted to assess the potential inpacts to biota caused by
exposure to chenmical and radiol ogical constituents at the DBRP. A site ecol ogi ca

reconnai ssance survey was conducted in April 1994. No stressed vegetation was observed on or
around the DBRP. No threatened and endangered speci es were observed in the vicinity of the DBRP
or the adjacent epheneral stream

Based on the ecol ogical risk assessnent, there is little or no risk of adverse ecol ogi ca
effects fromthe DBRP. Therefore, if the unit is turned into a park in the future, the aninal
and pl ant species woul d not be affected.

Comrent  2: Public Gtizen: "Are you using like private landfills and private - or | guess
what ot her communities have developed? | nean it looks like a landfill to me. And it |ooks Ilike
there are landfills all over the country and there's a whole lot of landfills that have been
turned into like parks and stuff. |s that an opportunity here to turn it into a park or to use
private nodel s and maybe | ook at who has done this a lot? | guess the EPA guy was tal ki ng about
stream i ni ng. Are you guys using private streanining ideas?"

Response to Comment 2: There is a proposal for the entire Savannah River Site (SRS) to becone a
nati onal research park at some tine in the future. Even now, the SRS is a nationa
environnental research park and as such, the site is/will be used for environnmental research.
For the institutional control units, the only thing that our renedial decision has done is to
state that on this waste unit there will not be any residential use.

Due to its location, approxinately 0.7 mle fromthe Savannah R ver and the absence of

remar kabl e scenery, the DBRP woul d be unlikely to becone a recreational site. The risk levels
for the soils alone barely exceed the threshold for residential use; the presence of buried
waste should not interfere with the use of the DBRP as a park. However, there is groundwater
contami nation at the DBRP that could preclude use of the local shallow groundwater as a source
of drinking water. G oundwater risk nodeling indicates that there are constituents present which
coul d exceed prinmary drinking water standards in the future.

It should also be noted that the use of the DBRP as an environnental research or recreational
park woul d be evaluated at the tine of property transfer if ownership of the land is ever
transferred fromthe Federal government. DBRP is one of the first burning/rubble pits at SRS to
be evaluated and will contribute to a streaniined process for characterization, technol ogy

eval uation, and determning |ikely response actions at subsequent burning/rubble pits

The followi ng comment was received during the Formal Public Comment Session

Comrent  3: M ke Rour ak: M/ nane is Mke Rourak and ny question is directed to M. Brian
Hennessey's earlier discussion (unintelligible) Silverton Road property, for exanple. 1In the
Future Use Manual that was sent out to sone of us about the disposal of close to a mllion acres
of property for DOE, in your deed restrictions there's things that we cannot do. And we're
going to need a little bit before we can respond back to Washington. Those of us who received
the manual, we al nbost are going to need to know what those deed restrictions are because if we



cannot have a subdivision then there's no need to bid the price accordingly or say that's what
we want to use it for. |If we cannot graze cattle here like we do in Tennessee at
(unintelligible) or something or grow crops because we cannot put a well in for contam nation
then we are left with only looking at it for the pine trees.

So being federal, you own this property, Even with deed restrictions you' ve got to give us
either a Phase I, Il, or Ill audit. 1In this case, it's the seller who has to provide this
liability, not necessarily the buyer's neglect of liability to due diligence. So it would
really help if we knew what deed restrictions would be there to a nore extent and al so what we
can use the land for. If | want to use it for applying 50 - - under the Code of Federa

Regul ations 503, if | want to use it for bio solid disposal, can | do so? Because it's adjacent
to your other property. So the deed restrictions that you brought up were of imense concern
about responding back to the future use and the disposal of roughly 849,000 acres nationw de for
- to be put back into - | understand from Washi ngton, they would like to put it back mainly into
public use to get the off of it. Mybe not so for the governnent, but for the local entities
who | ose the tax base. Thank you

Response to Comment 3: The SRS Future Use Project Report was distributed to informcitizens of
the planned future uses of the SRS. The recommendations that were presented in the report any
change over tine and will be discussed with the stakehol ders. Deed restrictions for federa
property are not determined until the land is transferred to non-federal control. At the tine
of property transfer, the need for deed restrictions win be evaluated. Due to natura
attenuation, decay, etc, the conditions at specific areas nmay not warrant any deed restrictions.
Al legal requirements will be met at the tinme of property transfer



